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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The action is responsive to the Amendment filed on 28 July 2006. Claims 1,2,4- 
6, 8-20 and 22-29 are pending. Claims 1 , 2, 4-6, 8, 9, 20, 22 and 25-27 are amended. 
Claims 3, 7 and 21 are cancelled. 

2. The amendments filed 28 July 2006 are sufficient to overcome the prior 
objections to the specification and claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 , 2, 4-6, 8-20 and 22-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vogley (U.S. Patent No. 6,617,872) in view of Hawkins et al. (U.S. 
PG-Pub. No. US2003/01 30969) (hereinafter Hawkins). 

Referring to claims 1 , 20 and 25, Vogley teaches a margin testing system for 
frequency margin testing one or more components of an electronic system (see Vogley, 
column 4 lines 1-2), the margin testing system comprising: a controller (see Vogley, 
column 3 lines 36-39); and a digital frequency synthesizer (see Vogley, column 4 lines 
39-43) configured to communicate with said controller and generate one or more test 
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frequencies for application to one or more components in response to commands from 
said controller (see Vogley, column 4 lines 39-51 and column 6 lines 15-20); wherein 
said controller is configured to monitor a response of said electronic system to said test 
frequencies (see Vogley, column 4 lines 23-51), but does not specify that the 
microprocessor (i.e. controller) is a baseboard management controller. 

Hawkins teaches a baseboard management controller which provides 
autonomous monitoring, event logging and recovery control (see Hawkins, page 2 
[0015]-[0017]). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Vogley to include the teachings of Hawkins because adding a 
baseboard management controller would have allowed the skilled artisan to provide 
intelligence to the platform management (see Hawkins, page 2 paragraph [001 5]). 

Referring to claims 2 and 26, Vogley teaches collecting and analyzing data 
regarding a response of one or more selected components of said system to said test 
frequencies (see Vogley, column 3 lines 17-32). 

Referring to claims 4 and 5, Vogley teaches a hardware monitor configured to 
communicate with said controller and said frequency synthesizer to measure values of 
said one or more test frequencies and to transmit said measured values to said 
controller (see Vogley, column 4 lines 39-51 and column 5 lines 1-19) and to receive 
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data regarding response of said components to said one or more test frequencies (see 
Vogley, column 4 lines 39-51 and column 5 lines 1-19). 

Referring to claim 6, Vogley teaches that said controller is configured to transmit 
command signals to said frequency synthesizer to cause the synthesizer to generate 
said one or more test frequencies (see Vogley, column 5 lines 1-19 and column 6 lines 
15-20). 

Referring to claims 8-10, 22-24, 27 and 28, Vogley teaches all the features of the 
claimed invention except that the BMC implements Intelligent Platform Management 
Interface (IPMI) protocol; that the communication bus is a l 2 C-based bus; that said de- 
based bus is an IPMB bus; and that said computer system is a computer server. 

Hawkins teaches that the BMC implements Intelligent Platform Management 
Interface (IPMI) protocol (see Hawkins, pages 1-2 [0014]); that the communication bus 
is an l 2 C-based bus (see Hawkins, page 1 [0006]); that said l 2 C-based bus is an IPMB 
bus (see Hawkins, page 1 [0013]); and that said computer system is a computer server 
(see Hawkins, page 1 [0004]). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Vogley to include the teachings of Hawkins because 
implementing an Intelligent Platform Management Interface (IPMI) protocol, including an 
l 2 C-based bus, wherein said l 2 C-based bus is an IPMB bus, and that said computer 
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system is a computer server would have allowed the skilled artisan to provide a star 
intelligent platform management bus topology. 

Referring to claim 1 1 , Vogley teaches that said frequency synthesizer receives 
an input reference clock signal and, in response to a command signal from said 
controller, generates an output clock signal as a multiple of said input clock signal (see 
Vogley, column 3 lines 7-16). 

Referring to claim 12, Vogley teaches that said frequency synthesizer applies 
said output clock signal as a test frequency to one or more components for frequency 
margin testing thereof (see Vogley, column 3 lines 7-16). 

Referring to claims 13 and 29, Vogley teaches that said frequency synthesizer 
generates each one of a plurality of test frequencies based on a pattern of input bits 
received from the controller (see Vogley, column 6 lines 1 5-37). 

Referring to claim 14, Vogley teaches that said controller initiates margin testing 
in response to commands from an external system (see Vogley, Figure 1 and column 3 
lines 17-20). 
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Referring to claim 15, Vogley teaches that said external system comprises: a 
console in communication with said controller via a serial bus (see Vogley, column 3 
lines 7-16). 

Referring to claims 16 and 17, Vogley teaches that external system comprises: a 
remote computer in communication with said controller, said remote computer 
communicates with said controller via a network-based connection (see Vogley, column 
4 lines 44-67). 

Referring to claim 18, Vogley teaches that sad external system includes a 
scripting entity for generating commands for transmission to said controller (see Vogley, 
column 3 lines 34-43). 

Referring to claim 19, Vogley teaches that said one or more components receive 
nominal clock frequencies in the absence of said test frequencies (see Vogley, column 
6 lines 48-61). 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 28 July 2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Vogley does not teach "a baseboard management 
controller that is configured to monitor a response of said electronic system to said test 
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values." However, Applicant's arguments are not well taken. Vogley teaches a 
microprocessor which is used as a controller (see Vogley, column 3 lines 36-39) and 
configured to test the frequency margin (see Vogley, column 4 lines 23-38), modify the 
conditions to reach a last pass (see Vogley, column 4 lines 39-43) and store the results 
(see Vogley, column 4 lines 44-51 ). Vogley does not specify that the microprocessor 
(i.e. controller) is a baseboard management controller; however, this limitation is met by 
Hawkins. Hawkins teaches a baseboard management controller which provides 
autonomous monitoring, event logging and recovery control. The baseboard 
management controller is connected to both sensors and control circuitry which allow it 
to monitor various events (i.e. out-of-range values, crossed thresholds, etc.) for a variety 
of variables (i.e. voltage, temperature, power, etc.). It would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Vogley to 
include the teachings of Hawkins because adding a baseboard management controller 
would have allowed the skilled artisan to provide intelligence to the platform 
management (see Hawkins, page 2 paragraph [0015]). 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
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reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mary Kate B. Baran whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-221 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 9:00 am to 
6:00 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marc S. Hoff can be reached on (571) 272-2216. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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